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MEMORANDUM  
*

On Petition for Review of an Order of the

Board of Immigration Appeals

Submitted September 14, 2009**  

Before:  SILVERMAN, RAWLINSON, and CLIFTON, Circuit Judges.

Ying Ji Shen, a native and citizen of China, petitions for review of the Board

of Immigration Appeals’ order dismissing her appeal from an immigration judge’s
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(“IJ”) decision denying her application for asylum and withholding of removal. 

We have jurisdiction under 8 U.S.C. § 1252.  We review for substantial evidence

the IJ’s adverse credibility determination, Gui v. INS, 280 F.3d 1217, 1225 (9th

Cir. 2002), and deny the petition for review.  

Substantial evidence supports the IJ’s adverse credibility determination in

that Shen made a sworn statement to an immigration official through a Chinese

language interpreter that she came to the United States to make money and had no

fear of returning to China, whereas her application for asylum and withholding of

removal were based upon her alleged fear of return.  See Li v. Ashcroft, 378 F.3d

959, 962-63 (9th Cir. 2004)  (sworn port of entry interview statement supported

adverse credibility determination where IJ reasonably could conclude the statement

was a reliable impeachment source and there was a valid discrepancy between the

statement and petitioner’s later testimony).

In the absence of credible testimony, Shen failed to establish eligibility for

asylum or withholding of removal.  See Farah v. Ashcroft, 348 F.3d 1153, 1156

(9th Cir. 2003).   

 PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED.


